Ben BjTadiee's autobioffraphical a Good idfe (Simon & Schuster, 1995) got about 2 l/2 
pages in tlu Post's Stylo section 9/17/95. liost of the article is on the publication 

of She Pentagon Papers by the Post after the HY Times was^pSobited from publisjjing themj^ 
That wa3, without doubt, an^ act act of principle and of courage, a daring and a riski^ 
public service of great importance, «s an editor ^adlee was a real pro in every way. 

The Post's datc;rgate reporting is another illustration of courage and principle. But 
in reporting Vlatergate the Post, widLch moans -Sradlee, was careful not to push for more 
than getting rid of Nixon. There was more it could have published that I gave it that 
it did not use, CIA. involvements, V/hile I Iriavo no knowledge I believe the thinking, 
whether or not Bradlee's, was tliat impeachment would be too hard on the country, find 
thus Reagan and Bush dared do what deserved impeachment and got away with it, disaster- 
ously for the Cuuntry. 

As I read the Post's f(rticle some passj^s reminded me of the past and I high- 
lighted a couple of themj(. Speaking of publishing The Pentagon -“^ap^^rs: 

"ITot publisliing the information when we had it would be like not saving a 
droA«iing man, or not telling the truth. Failure to publish without a fi^t would con- 
stitute an abdication tliat would brand the Post forever an Establishment tool of 
whatever administration was in power..." 

Kathryn (CrahaiC^^er and publisher) had show guts and commitment to the 
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First Amendment..." 

"I Wanted to publish because we hud vital documents explai ning the biggest 
story of the last ten years. That's what newspaper do:They learn, they report, they 
verify, they write and they publish." 

Uhen the Post (as did the HY Times) knew in ^^^^vance of The B<^y of Pigs 
and it was asked not to use the story, it killed that story. If it had paid any 
attention to the U^procedings it 'would have gotten xirind earlier. So, was it less !fan 
Establishment tool" that it would have been with The Pentagon Papers? ^ 

Vthen I published Whi"tew^h for general dis'tribution in early ^%y, 1966 I 
took copies to the Post. I also took and showed btjjh managing editors, J^radlee and 
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A1 Friendly, -the only and incomplete referencejE..to -the assassination in the five 
volumes of the special report on it ordered by LBJ the night of the -ssassination. 

Tv;o sentences in five volumes! Wi-thouTmentibning all the known wounds or the -third 
man wounde^ and not even giving the cause of death/ 

Tliat turned him on, A story on the book v/as assigned to Dan Kurzman, In a 
few days Kurzman told me, "Kid, yiu are in! It is a helluva book!" 

Then it was decided to ask question of Howeird l^lleas of the DJ criminal div- 
ision and formerly No, 3 on the Oomnission staff. The Post liked liim. I sat dovm in the 
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nevisrooo and typed a single page of question off the top of thr- h ad, Kurzman and 
tarry Stem, a liberal reporter by reputation and an excellent reportefi^ saw and 
questioned Wmens, When they returned Stem went in to see bradlee and I think 
Friendly and Kurzman came to me and again said, "Kid, you are in! He had no answer for 
anything." 



Kur25man had read the book and was ready to write. But the next time I was 
in he was no logger witJ\ the Post, I do npt know that th ire is any connection and 
what 1 h:ard means tiiere was no connection, I heard he had been given generous sever- 
ance pay to leave and tiiat he left over a stffjry on tlie Dominican Republic, then run 
by the strong man Samoza. 

Dick ^^wo8^, fresh from the Chicago Tribune, was in his % as not 

friendly. He is still ■vri.th the Post and for some time Ivid moved upward on it. V/hen 
Harwood's story app-ared it was run across the top of the front page and was long 
inside, almost all on Epstein's Inquest, And his defense of the FHE, 

'^o the Post this was no breach of faith. 

The Post's then book-review editor, if I recall the name oorrecti#, was 
Ceoffrey Scjpidt, ^*e told me he'd read his copy, liked it and was reviex^ing it. 

When it did not api»ar I went to his office. He v;as not in as t not-f recall but his 
secretary was. She told me he'd done a review praising the book and reprting some of 
it contents and that ^radlee had killed the revievr. The Bradlee explanation is thst 
Schmidt did not know enough to readjilthe book criticallii. 

That must be true of all who do any reviews at all for the Post because none of 
ny books has ever been reviewed in it, 0i\ 

llor has any news story except on a reporter's initiative, Hq story lias ever 
been assigned by any editor .For all the FOIA litigation I recall only two stories and 
I interested the reporters who covered ea^ court pro eeding^ each one time. 

.ihen I charged the FBI with perjury that was not newsworthy (nor was it to the 
JIY T;|.mes,as Hedrick ^aith told ne^ another in its Washington Bureau agreed with him,). 
Host of the Post's critical stories on the i;iouse assassins werfi my idea and 
the Post and ‘“ardneK- liked those ideas. 

They've used me extensively and I've been willing £ind not misused or mis- 
quoted. jU. 1 uni^r Bradlee, Who ^eis always friendly enough when he saw me in the 
newsnoom.But I thinlc^his claim not to have been an Establisjpment tool is properly 4 ^ 
somewhat limited, fi ^ 

Jeffrey J'rank of the Outlook staff gave the book reviev/ editor, Sunday, a copy 
of ^aise o^n. She did not use it, Hor has slie lIEVEii AGAIN! 

It also did not report our getting hanorar:/ degrees. 






